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Abstract 
The Present study investigates the construct validation of Affective Construct Questionnaire (ACQ) in the context of Iran. For 
this purpose, one hundred sixty seven EFL learners, who were studying English in Jahan Elm, Institute of Higher Education and 
Hafez English Language Institute, Mashhad, Iran, were asked to participated in the study and fill in the questionnaire and give it 
back to the researcher within a week.  First internal consistency of the instrument was assessed using Cronbach’s coefficient  
alpha reliability. Then, Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were conducted using LISREL 8.80. The internal consistency 
analysis of the ACQ utilizing Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reached acceptable alpha(s). The results of the CFA as assessed by the 
CFI/NNFI, RMSEA and chi-x2, reached acceptable fits. The factor structures were defined and the factors were clearly 
distinguishable from one another. Based on the findings, the researcher concluded that Affective Construct Questionnaire has 
undoubtedly strong psychometric characteristics and good constructs validity that makes him conclude that it is useful for 
assessing learners' affective constructs research in Iran. 
© 2012 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
One of the objectives of education reform is to improve students’ educational achievement (Baxter-Magolda, M. 
B.1999). Therefore, it is important to get the insight on what factors affect the achievement, and how they are 
related. Because of their intricacy, Affective Constructs are often poorly defined or inadequately measured 
(Bonwell, C.C., and J. A. Eison. 1991). However, few researchers doubt that affective elements of a student's 
experience profoundly influence engagement, classroom performance, persistence, retention and other academic 
outcomes. A wide range of these outcomes has been defined and scales have been developed to measure them in a 
quantitative way. Affective constructs can be loosely grouped into two categories: 
x Composite: broad brushstroke concepts that capture the general goodness of a student's emotional state in a 
target area of his or her life. For example, Psychological Sense of Community (PSC) as measured in the 
Campus Atmosphere Scale (Lounsbury & DeNeui, 1995) is a composite measure of a student's current feelings 
about his individual sense of community on campus; PSC looks at aspects of belonging, peer-to-peer 
relatedness, faculty-student relatedness and other constructs. The more composite a construct, the more richly 
it captures an individual's overall affect in a particular environment. 
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  On the other hand, composite constructs are difficult to dissect into cause and effect for purposes of 
influencing those constructs through appropriately designed interventions. 
 Focused: narrow brushstroke concepts that capture a specific or fundamental aspect of individual affect. 
Although many of these constructs are required to approximate an individual's general affective state in a 
particular environment, these constructs can be better framed into models for purposes of intervention. For 
example, belonging is a fundamental human need (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and by its very nature as a basic 
motivation for behavior is a stand-alone construct. 
Affective Constructs Questionnaire is intended as a tool for education researchers to use for identifying constructs of 
interest to suit the examination of especial hypotheses of interest.  
 
1.2. Purpose 
The present study aims at developing an Affective Constructs Questionnaire (ACQ) to be used in future studies in 
the context of Iran. Also, this study investigates the Construct Validation of this newly-developed instrument. 
Almost all of the studies carried out on the EFL learners and their learning outcomes require an examination of their 
affective construct, and the lack of this instrument was highly remarkable in the studies done in Iran. Therefore, the 
researcher of the current study aimed to develop and assess the construct validity of "Affective Construct 
Questionnaire".   
 
1.3. Hypotheses 
Ho 1: The Affective Construct Questionnaire will not show good internal consistency. 
Ho 2: The instrument will not show good fit indices as measure by the Confirmatory factor analysis 
 
 2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
One hundred sixty seven EFL learners, who are studying English in Jahan Elm, Institute of Higher Education and 
Hafez English Language Institute, Mashhad, Iran, were asked to participated in the study and fill in the 
questionnaire and give it back to the researcher within a week.  
 
2.2. Instrument 
The questionnaire was developed based on the data obtained from various sources in particular from University 
of Washington, Course, Curriculum and Laboratory Improvement (CCLI) section. The ACQ consists of four main 
sections each including several sub-categories. The first section, i.e. social-composite domain, includes three sub-
categories namely: Psychological Sense of Community (Social-Composite), Faculty Concern for Student (Social-
Composite) and Affiliation to the Global Workforce (Social-Composite). This part totally includes 25 items. 
The second section of the questionnaire, i.e. social-focused domain, also consists of three parts, Belonging 
(Social-Focused), Interactions with Faculty (Social-Focused) and Connection to Peer Group (Social-Focused). This 
sub-section includes 17 items. 
Part three, individual-composite domain, includes four sub-categories named as: Academic and Intellectual 
Development (Individual-Composite), Institutional and Goal Commitments (Individual-Composite), Cognitive 
Strategy Use (Individual-Composite) and Self Regulation (Individual-Composite). This section includes 35 items. 
The last section, section four, i.e. individual-focused domain, has three sub-categories namely Intrinsic Value 
(Individual-Focused), Self-Efficacy (Individual-Focused) and Locus of Control (Individual-Focused). This section 
consists of 38 items. Totally, the questionnaire consists of 115 items. 
The entire questionnaire is in a five-point Likert items and the respondents are supposed to answer the 
questionnaire based on the following options: 
1  Strongly Disagree (SD) 
2  Disagree (D) 
3  Neither Agree nor Disagree (NA/ND) 
4  Agree (A) 
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5  Strongly Agree (SA) 
 
2.3. Procedure 
ACQ questionnaires were given to the One hundred ninety three EFL learners and they were asked to fill in the 
questionnaires and submit them to researcher within a week. On the day in which the questionnaires were given to 
the participants, the researcher attended the class and explained the details of each part of the questionnaire to the 
learners and asked them to cooperate honestly in the study. From among one hundred ninety three EFL learners who 
received the questionnaires, only One hundred sixty seven delivered the questionnaires back.  
 
2.4. Statistical Analysis 
The statistical analyses described in this study were conducted with SPSS 16.00 and LISREL 8.80. There are a 
variety of ways to validate an instrument, i.e. to assess its Construct validity. The first step is usually a test of 
accepted target value of .70 (Garson, 2005, Lewicki & Hill, 2006). 
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were conducted using LISREL 8.80. Furthermore, in line with the work of 
Batinic, Wolff and Haupt (2007), the goodness of fit statistics was obtained emphasizing the Root mean square error 
of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fix index (CFI), Non-normed fit index (NNFI) and incremental fit 
index (IFI). The X2 test was also used to test the fitness of the model. RMSEA values less than .05 indicate good fit 
and values as high as .08 represent acceptable errors of approximation (Bentler, 1990). The CFI/NNFI and IFI differ 
along a 0 to 1 continuum in which values greater than .90 and .95 are considered to show an acceptable and 
outstanding fit of the data (Bentler, 1990). However, an index of .90 and above is considered as acceptable fit 
(Harrington, 2009). 
 
3. Results 
3.1. Internal Consistency 
reliability of at least .70 (Garson, 2005, Lewicki & Hill, 2006). 
 
Table 1. The coefficient Cronbach's alpha(s) for ACQ 
 
Factors PSC FCS AGW B IWF CPG AID 
 .74 .76        .71       .78      .83 .82      .74 
 
Table 1. The coefficient Cronbach's alpha(s) for ACQ (Cont.) 
 
    IGC     CSU        SR      LC    SE   IV 
.75 .73 .78 .86 .87 .81 
 
 
.91 
Note: PSC = Psychological Sense of Community, FCS = Faculty Concern for Student, AGW= Affiliation to the 
Global Workforce, B = Belonging, IWF= Interactions with Faculty, CPG = Connection to Peer Group, AID = 
Academic and Intellectual Development, IGC = Institutional and Goal Commitments, CSU= Cognitive Strategy 
Use, SR = Self Regulation, LC = Locus of Control, SE= Self-Efficacy, IV= Intrinsic Value.  
  
 
3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
The CFA model estimated the ability of the thirteen factors to clarify the relationship among the 53 items. This 
model with 53 items positing thirteen  EFL learners' reading Motivation factors provided a good fit to the data ( 
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CFI=.94, NNFI=.93, IFI=.92, RMSEA=.07 and x2 =972.09,df=569, p=0.0). The solution was entirely proper and 
the factor structure was well definite with all factor loading being positive and significant and were larger than .30 
(from .43 to .88) See table 2. The correlations among the thirteen factors were small to moderate (rs=.31 to .65), 
indicating that the factors were clearly distinguishable from one another (see table 3). In sum, there was support for 
the thirteen factor model in Iranian sample based on the finding of; (a) a reasonable model fit (i.e. CFI, NNFI, 
IFI=.93), (b) good factor loading for the model (.43 and above for each item loading on the respective factor), and 
(c) reasonably low correlation among the thirteen factors (<.7). 
 
Table 2. Summary of the Item - factor loading 
 
Table 2. Summary of the Item - factor loading (Cont.) 
 
Table 2. Summary of the Item - factor loading (Cont.) 
Items PSC Items FCS Items AGW Items B Items IWF 
PSC1 
PSC 2 
PSC 3 
PSC4 
PSC5 
PSC6 
PSC7 
PSC8 
PSC9 
PSC10 
PSC11 
PSC12 
PSC13 
PSC14 
.56 
.77 
.78 
.71 
.76 
.81 
.69 
.82 
.87 
.72 
.77 
.82 
.71 
.76 
FCS 1 
FCS 2 
FCS 3 
FCS 4 
FCS 5 
 
.67 
.87 
.76 
.43 
.88 
AGW 1 
AGW 2 
AGW 3 
AGW 4 
AGW 5 
AGW 6 
.65 
.88 
.55 
.75 
.71 
.82 
B 1 
B 2 
B 3 
B 4 
B 5 
 
.87 
.44 
.49 
.69 
.73 
 
IWF1 
IWF2 
IWF3 
IWF4 
IWF5 
.72 
.78 
.82 
.81 
.81 
Items CPG Items AID Items IGC Items CS
U 
Items SR 
CPG1 
CPG2 
CPG3 
CPG4 
CPG5 
CPG6 
CPG7 
 
.62 
.79 
.65 
.71 
.72 
.66 
.69 
AID1 
AID2 
AID3 
AID4 
AID5 
AID6 
AID7 
.82 
.67 
.85 
.70 
.77 
.81 
.82 
IGC1 
IGC2 
IGC3 
IGC4 
IGC5 
IGC6 
.76 
.83 
.81 
.73 
.72 
.63 
CSU1 
CSU2 
CSU3 
CSU4 
CSU5 
CSU6 
CSU7 
CSU8 
CSU9 
CSU10 
CSU11 
CSU12 
CSU13 
.59 
.86 
.53 
.73 
.71 
.78 
.81 
.71 
.69 
.81 
.82 
.77 
.78 
SR1 
SR2 
SR3 
SR4 
SR5 
SR6 
SR7 
SR8 
SR8 
.81 
.77 
.75 
.68 
.62 
.80 
.73 
.71 
.79 
Items LC Items SE Items IV 
LC1 .58 SE1 .82 IV1 .87 
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Note: PSC = Psychological Sense of Community, FCS = Faculty Concern for Student, AGW= Affiliation to the 
Global Workforce, B = Belonging, IWF= Interactions with Faculty, CPG = Connection to Peer Group, AID = 
Academic and Intellectual Development, IGC = Institutional and Goal Commitments, CSU= Cognitive Strategy 
Use, SR = Self Regulation, LC = Locus of Control, SE= Self-Efficacy, IV= Intrinsic Value.  
 
Table 3.  Sub-factor correlation of the thirteen  factors of ACQ 
 
 PSC FCS  AGW  B  IWF CPG AID  
PSC 
FCS
AG  
WB 
IWF
CPG 
AID 
IGC 
CSU 
SR
LC 
SE 
IV 
1 
.32 
.49 
.61 
.56 
.51 
.33 
.39 
.43 
.48 
.59 
.55 
.49 
 
1 
.58 
.31 
.60 
.48 
.54 
.58 
.61 
.39 
.38 
.33 
.39 
 
 
1 
.56
.54 
.51 
.37 
.46 
.45 
.38 
.32 
.44 
.56 
 
 
 
1 
.43 
.33 
.38 
.65 
.45 
.49 
.58 
.51 
.62 
 
 
 
 
1 
.32 
.46 
.48 
.63 
.52 
.51 
.42 
.51 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
.43 
.49 
.58 
.48 
.31 
.52 
.49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
.45 
.63 
.53 
.51 
.61 
.59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LC2 
LC3 
LC4 
LC5 
LC6 
LC7 
LC8 
LC9 
LC10 
LC11 
LC12 
LC13 
LC14 
LC15 
LC16 
LC17 
LC18 
LC19 
LC20 
.69 
.73 
.77 
.88 
.81 
.82 
.78 
.79 
.72 
.69 
.81 
.73 
.76 
.83 
.81 
.83 
.81 
.71 
.82 
SE2 
SE3 
SE4 
SE5 
SE6 
SE7 
SE8 
SE9 
.69 
.58 
.70 
.82 
.71 
.77 
.78 
.81 
IV2 
IV3 
IV4 
IV5 
IV6 
IV7 
IV8 
IV9 
.76 
.69 
.65 
.54 
.71 
.79 
.83 
.87 
3264   Hamed Ghaemi /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  46 ( 2012 )  3259 – 3265 
Table 3.  Sub-factor correlation of the thirteen  factors of ACQ (Cont.) 
 
IGC  CSU  SR LC  SE IV  
 
1 
.56 
.58 
.49 
.43 
.64 
 
1 
.32 
.53 
.45 
.48 
 
1 
.52 
.50 
.46 
 
1 
.63 
.41 
 
1 
.57 
 
1 
 
 
Note: PSC = Psychological Sense of Community, FCS = Faculty Concern for Student, AGW= Affiliation to the 
Global Workforce, B = Belonging, IWF= Interactions with Faculty, CPG = Connection to Peer Group, AID = 
Academic and Intellectual Development, IGC = Institutional and Goal Commitments, CSU= Cognitive Strategy 
Use, SR = Self Regulation, LC = Locus of Control, SE= Self-Efficacy, IV= Intrinsic Value. 
 
4. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
The affective construct is part of a system that is used for identifying, understanding and addressing how people 
learn. Part of Bloom's Taxonomy, this classification of educational objectives includes the cognitive domain, the 
affective domain and the psychomotor domain. 
The cognitive domain is organized in a hierarchy that begins with the straightforward acquisition of knowledge, 
followed by the more sophisticated cognitive tasks of comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation. The psychomotor domain relates to the learning of physical movements. The affective domain describes 
learning objectives that emphasize a feeling tone, an emotion, or a degree of acceptance or rejection. Affective 
objectives vary from simple attention to selected phenomena to complex but internally consistent qualities of 
character and conscience (Krathwohl, Bloom and Masia, 1964). 
 
acceptable alpha(s) which rejected the first hypothesis. The results of the CFA as assessed by the CFI/NNFI, 
RMSEA and chi-x2, reached acceptable fits. Table 2 showed that the factor structures were defined and table 3 
showed that the factors were clearly distinguishable from one another; this also rejected the second hypothesis and is 
also consistent with the finding of the original author. The present study aimed at investigating the construct validly 
of Affective Construct Questionnaire in the context of Iran. Based on the findings, the researchers concluded that 
Affective Construct Questionnaire has undoubtedly strong psychometric characteristics and good constructs validity 
that makes them conclude that it is useful for learners' reading motivation research in Iran. 
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